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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Sekine et. al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,127,569). 

3. Claim 1: Sekine teaches a method of designing a manufacturing process line 
(Fig. 1), for a vehicle closure (Col. 1 lines 21-23) the method comprising: identifying a 
manufacturing process comprising a set of discrete steps (Col. 2 lines 10-32) to be 
performed on at least one workpiece; identifying a plurality of standardized work cells 
(e.g. sub-assembly lines/cells 1-6), each work cell having at least one standardized 
workpiece presenter 25 that supports the workpiece in a predefined spatial orientation, 
and at least one standardized processing tool 46; wherein for each work cell at least a 
portion of the at least one standardized workpiece presenter remains stationary relative 
to the at least one standardized processing tool when the workpiece is moved within 
and between each work cell (note that the looped guideway constitutes part of the 
standardized workpiece presenter and that it remains stationary relative to the 
processing tools) ; selecting a subset of the set of discrete steps to be performed at a 
work cell and selecting the standardized work cell for performing the subset of steps 
(Col. 2 lines 25-32); and repeating the selecting step for additional subsets of steps to 
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be performed at one of the plurality of work cells until all of the discrete steps are 
assigned to one of the plurality of work cells (Col. 7 lines 29-35). 

4. With respect to the acts of designing the manufacturing process line and 
identifying processes and work cells, these acts are inherent to the overall process of 
the alleged invention as well as the cited reference. In order to put an assembly into 
tangible form, its elements must have at least been designed, identified and assembled 
in a certain manner. Furthermore, examiner interprets a vehicle "body panel" to 
anticipate a vehicle closure. 

5. Claim 2: Sekine also teaches the method of claim 1 wherein a plurality of 
manufacturing process lines are identified as templates (Figs. 1-3). 

6. Claim 3: Sekine also teaches the method of claim 2 wherein the manufacturing 
process line is completely designed by specifying a plurality of templates in a defined 
sequence (Figs. 1-3). 

7. Claim 4: Sekine also teaches the method of claim 1 wherein the workpiece 
presenter and processing tool are interrelated with an integrated standard control 
system (e.g. Col. 6 lines 30-37). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

■ 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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9. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sekine in view of Ozaku et. al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,467,675). 

10. Sekine teaches the method of claim 1 as described above but fails to specifically 
teach the method wherein a first work cell comprises the standardized workpiece 
presenter comprising a pedestal welding work cell having a robotic arm for picking up 
and moving workpieces from a fixture to the processing tool selected from the group 
consisting essentially of a pedestal welder, a sealant dispensing unit and a projection 
weld gun. 

1 1 . Ozaku et. al. teaches a standardized workpiece presenter comprising a pedestal 
welding work cell having a robotic arm for picking up parts from a fixture and moving the 
parts to the processing tool selected from the group consisting essentially of a pedestal 
welder, a sealant dispensing unit, and a projection weld gun (Col. 8 lines 37-67). 

1 2. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have incorporated the workpiece presenter and processing tool of Ozaku 
with any one of the work cells of Sekine. It is very well known within the art of 
manufacturing and more specifically assembly line manufacturing to place machine 
cells having various workholders and tools in various arrangements as desired. For 
example, it would be obvious for a designer to place a work cell having a hexapod 
manipulator and a welder in a location of the assembly line where it is desirable to have 
a workpiece welded while being held by a hexapod manipulator. It has been held that 
mere arrangement of various components does not constitute patentable matter. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 
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13. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sekine/Ozaku in view of Moran (U.S. Patent No. 5,014,901) and Okabe et. al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 3,763,344). 

14. Sekine/Ozaku teach the method of claim 5 as described above but do not 
specifically teach the method wherein a second work cell comprises the standardized 
workpiece presenter comprising a multiple sided trunnion fixture having a plurality of 
fixtures for a plurality of workpieces that are rotated about a horizontal axis and the 
processing tool is selected from the group consisting essentially of a welding robot and 
a sealant applicator. 

15. Moran teaches a standardized workpiece presenter comprising a multiple sided 
trunnion fixture 16 having a plurality of fixtures for a plurality of workpieces that are 
rotated about a horizontal axis (Col. 3 line 28 - Col. 4 line 10). 

1 6. Okabe et. al. teaches a processing tool that is a welding robot (Fig. 2). 

1 7. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have incorporated the workpiece presenter of Moran and processing tool of 
Okabe with any one of the work cells of Sekine. It is very well known within the art of 
manufacturing and more specifically assembly line manufacturing to place machine 
cells having various workholders and tools in various arrangements as desired. For 
example, it would be obvious for a designer to place a work cell having a hexapod 
manipulator and a welder in a location of the assembly line where it is desirable to have 
a workpiece welded while being held by a hexapod manipulator. It has been held that 
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mere arrangement of various components does not constitute patentable matter. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

18. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe in view of Stiers et. al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,642,473). 

19. Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe teach the method of claim 6 as described above but 
do not specifically teach the method wherein a third work cell comprises the 
standardized workpiece presenter comprising a fixture in a tool and the processing tool 
is selected from the group consisting essentially of a hemming tool, a clinching tool and 
a piercing tool. 

20. Stiers teaches the method wherein a work cell comprises the standardized 
workpiece presenter comprising a fixture in a tool and the processing tool is selected 
from the group consisting essentially of a hemming tool 10, a clinching tool and a 
piercing tool (Col. 4 lines 31-53). 

21 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have incorporated the fixture and processing tool of Stiers with any one of 
the work cells of Sekine. It is very well known within the art of manufacturing and more 
specifically assembly line manufacturing to place machine cells having various 
workholders and tools in various arrangements as desired. For example, it would be 
obvious for a designer to place a work cell having a hexapod manipulator and a welder 
in a location of the assembly line where it is desirable to have a workpiece welded while 
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being held by a hexapod manipulator. It has been held that mere arrangement of 
various components does not constitute patentable matter. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

22. Claims 8-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sekine et. al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,127,569). 

23. Claims 8-11 : Sekine teaches the method of claim 1 as described above but does 
not specifically teach the method wherein the vehicle body panel is a passenger 
compartment door, trunk lid, hatchback or engine compartment hood (Col. 1 lines 21- 
24). 

24. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have incorporated 
the manufacture of a passenger compartment door, trunk lid, hatchback or engine 
compartment hood in the manufacturing process line of Sekine since it would have been 
obvious to use the method for the manufacture of any vehicle part or combination of 
parts considering that Sekine broadly teaches the use of this manufacturing line for the 

* 

production of any body part. 

25. Claims 12-15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sekine (U.S. Patent No. 5,127,569 in view of Ozaku et. al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,467,675), Moran (U.S. Patent No. 5,014,901) and Okabe et. al. (U.S. Patent No. 
3,763,344). 

26. Claim 12 : Sekine teaches a manufacturing process line for making a vehicle 
closure (Col. 1 lines 21-23), the manufacturing process line comprising a first template 
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having a plurality of work cells wherein the plurality of work cells are arranged in a 
predetermined sequence such that various workpiece presenters are disposed between 
consecutive work cells (see sequence of Fig. 1) but does not specifically teach the 
process line wherein the work cells include a pedestal welding work cell having a robotic 
arm for picking up and moving a workpiece to a processing tool selected from the group 
consisting essentially of a pedestal welder, a sealant dispensing unit, and a projection 
weld gun; and a trunnion work cell having a multiple sided trunnion fixture that is rotated 
about a horizontal axis to position the workpiece near a second processing tool selected 
from the group consisting essentially of a welding robot and a sealant applicator; 
wherein the plurality of work cells are arranged in a predetermined sequence such that 
at least one trunnion work cell is disposed between consecutive pedestal welding work 
cells. 

27. Ozaku teaches a pedestal welding work cell having a robotic arm for picking up 
and moving a workpiece to a processing tool selected from the group consisting 
essentially of a pedestal welder, a sealant dispensing unit, and a projection welding gun 
(Col. 8 lines 37-67). 

28. Moran teaches a trunnion work cell having a multiple sided trunnion fixture 16 
that is rotated about a horizontal axis to position the workpiece near a second 
processing tool (Col. 3 line 28 - Col. 4 line 10). 

29. Okabe teaches a processing tool selected from the group consisting essentially 
of a welding robot (Fig. 2) and a sealant applicator. 
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30. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have incorporated any one of the standardized workpiece presenters or 
processing tools of the above references with any one of the work cells of Sekine. It is 
very well known within the art of manufacturing and more specifically assembly line 
manufacturing to place machine cells having various workholders and tools in various 
arrangements as desired. For example, it would be obvious for a designer to place a 
work cell having a hexapod manipulator and a welder in a location of the assembly line 
where it is desirable to have a workpiece welded while being held by a hexapod 
manipulator. It has been held that mere arrangement of various components does not 
constitute patentable matter. 

31. Claims 13-14: Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe teach the manufacturing process line 
of claim 12 but do not disclose any specific number or sequence of pedestal welding 
cells and trunnion work cells. 

32. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have incorporated the pedestal welding work cells or trunnion work cells of 
the above references in any number, sequence or arrangement as desired. It is very 
well known within the art of manufacturing and more specifically assembly line 
manufacturing to place machine cells having various workholders and tools in various 
arrangements as desired. For example, it would be obvious for a designer to place a 
work cell having a hexapod manipulator and a welder in a location of the assembly line 
where it is desirable to have a workpiece welded while being held by a hexapod 
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manipulator. It has been held that mere arrangement of various components does not 
constitute patentable matter. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

33. Claim 15: Sekine also teaches the manufacturing process line comprising a 
material handling robot 25 (Fig. 11) for transporting workpieces between work cells. 

34. Claims 16-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe in view of Stiers et. al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,642,473) 

35. Claim 16: Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe teach the manufacturing process line of 
claim 12 but do not specifically teach the process line including a hem clinch work cell. 

Stiers teaches the method wherein a work cell comprises the standardized 
workpiece presenter comprising a fixture in a tool and the processing tool is selected 
from the group consisting essentially of a hemming tool 10, a clinching tool and a 
piercing tool (Col. 4 lines 31-53). 

36. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have incorporated the hem clinch work cell of Stiers with the manufacturing 
process lines of Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe. It is very well known within the art of 
manufacturing and more specifically assembly line manufacturing to place machine 
cells having various workholders and tools in various arrangements as desired. For 
example, it would be obvious for a designer to place a work cell having a hexapod 
manipulator and a welder in a location of the assembly line where it is desirable to have 
a workpiece welded while being held by a hexapod manipulator. It has been held that 
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mere arrangement of various components does not constitute patentable matter. In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

37. Examiner further notes that it is obvious and well known for a second template to 
receive a workpiece from a first template and perform additional operation on the 
workpiece to complete the fabrication thereof. 

38. Claims 17-18 : Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe/Stiers teach the manufacturing 
process line of claim 16 but do not disclose any specific number or sequence of 
pedestal welding work cells, trunnion work cells or hem clinch work cells. 

39. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have incorporated the pedestal welding work cells, trunnion work cells or 
hem clinch work cells of the above references in any number, sequence or arrangement 
as desired. It is very well known within the art of manufacturing and more specifically 
assembly line manufacturing to place machine cells having various workholders and 
tools in various arrangements as desired. For example, it would be obvious for a 
designer to place a work cell having a hexapod manipulator and a welder in a location 
of the assembly line where it is desirable to have a workpiece welded while being held 
by a hexapod manipulator. It has been held that mere arrangement of various 
components does not constitute patentable matter. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

40. Claim 20: Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe/Stiers teach the manufacturing process 
line of claim 16. Sekine also teaches the manufacturing process line comprising a 
material handling robot 25 (Fig. 11) for transporting workpieces between work cells. 
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41. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe/Stiers in view of Bullen (U.S. Patent No. 6,001,181). 

42. Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe/Stiers teach the process line of claim 18 but do not 
specifically teach the process line wherein a work cell is configured with a sealant 
dispensing unit as a processing tool. 

43. Bullen teaches a processing tool that is sealant dispensing unit (see abstract). 

44. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have incorporated the sealant dispensing processing tool of Bullen with the 
manufacturing process lines of Sekine/Ozaku/Moran/Okabe/Stiers. It is very well known 
within the art of manufacturing and more specifically assembly line manufacturing to 
place machine cells having various workholders and tools in various arrangements as 
desired. For example, it would be obvious for a designer to place a work cell having a 
hexapod manipulator and a welder in a location of the assembly line where it is 
desirable to have a workpiece welded while being held by a hexapod manipulator. It 
has been held that mere arrangement of various components does not constitute 
patentable matter. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

Response to Arguments 

45. Applicant's arguments filed May 22, 2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

46. With respect to applicant's argument that Sekine does not teach that for each 
work cell at least a portion of the at least one standardized workpiece presenter remains 
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stationary relative to the at least one standardized processing tool when the workpiece 
is moved within and between each work cell, Sekine in fact does teach this limitation 
because the looped guideway constitutes part of the workpiece presenter and this 
guideway remains stationary relative to the processing tool when the workpiece is 
moved. 

47. With respect to applicant's arguments regarding claims 8-1 1 , Examiner notes 
that although Sekine does not specifically reference a closure that is a vehicle 
passenger door, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have used the manufacturing methods, processes and line of Sekine 
to produce a vehicle closure. Moreover, Examiner need not rely on official notice to 
maintain this rejection. Sekine explicitly teaches the use of this method of designing a 
manufacturing process line for the production of any body panel (Col. 1 lines 20-25). 
Vehicle compartment doors constitute vehicle body panels. A manufacturing engineer, 
mechanical engineer, assembly line designer, machinist, or any other person of ordinary 
skill in the art would have recognized the applicability and relevance of the teachings of 
Sekine to the manufacture of vehicle compartment doors. 

48. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 12-1 5 are largely conclusory with 
respect to what the references do not teach alone or in combination. Examiner notes 
that the references are also improperly argued individually. With respect to 
rearrangement of parts, regardless of the specific factual scenario of In re Japikse, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have modified the line to attain the claimed invention. Specifically, Examiner maintains 
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that mere arrangement of parts such as those of a work cell including a pedestal welder, 
sealant dispensing unit, projection weld gun etc. does not constitute patentable subject 
matter without a showing of new and unexpected results. It is certainly to be 
expected that providing particularly selected tools within a work cell where they are 
needed would lead to desirable processes. Examiner maintains that it would have been 
obvious to a manufacturing engineer, an assembly plant designer, a machinist, a floor 
manager at an assembly line or any other person of ordinary skill in the art of assembly 
lines to have, at the time of the invention, taken the teachings of Sekine along with the 
general knowledge in the art to create an assembly line comprising the claimed work 
cells and tools. 



Conclusion 

49. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

50. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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51 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher K. Agrawal whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-3578. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30AM-5:00PM. 

52. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Bryant can be reached on (571) 272-4526. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

53. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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